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I. INTRODUCTION
The objective of this paper is to present a series of stylized facts on how countries recover from recessions. Recent literature demonstrates that negative shocks, particularly financial crises, can generate a sizeable permanent loss in the level of output compared with the pre-crisis trend (Cerra and Saxena, 2008) . According to this literature, the persistent impact on the trend holds for advanced, emerging market, and developing countries, on average.
2 This finding challenges the standard textbook conception of the business cycle, depicted as a transitory deviation around a stationary trend. It also questions whether the finding that the US economy rebounds from recession (Kim, Morley, and Piger, 2005) can be generalized to countries outside the US.
Our paper relates to the recent literature which studies the frequency and output losses associated with different types of shocks across different groups of countries and the determinants of the duration of output contractions. For example, Becker and Mauro (2006) document the frequency, duration, and overall output costs (measured as the cumulative yearly output losses relative to the pre-event GDP per capita) of various real, financial, and sociopolitical shocks. They find that financial and macroeconomic shocks are among the most costly for emerging market countries and terms of trade and interest rate shocks are the most costly for developing countries. Kaminsky and Reinhart (1999) provide an event study of banking and balance of payment crises, demonstrating the behavior of macroeconomic variables in a three year window around the event as well as variables that best signal an impending crisis. Cerra and Saxena (2005a) show that half of all economic contractions are associated with political or financial crises, and the higher incidence of crises in lower income countries is an important reason for unconditional divergence in the postwar growth data. Hausmann, Rodriguez, and Wagner (2006) find that countries enter growth collapses for multiple reasons, including wars, export collapses, sudden stops and political transitions, but that most of these variables do not help predict the duration of crises episodes. Instead, they find that a measure of the density of a country's export product space is significantly associated with lower crisis duration.
This literature on the signals, depth, and duration of recessions pays less attention to how the recovery rate and persistence are affected by the policy responses and structural features of countries. We try to fill that gap in this paper.
Asymmetry in the business cycle-the idea that recessions are different from expansions-has been emphasized by scholars dating back at least to Mitchell (1927) . In particular, recessions are characterized as abrupt, violent, but short-lived contractions, juxtaposed to smoother and longer-lived expansions. Modern time series econometricians have formalized these ideas by developing models in which economic behavior depends on regime switching among states governed by different transition probabilities (Hamilton, 1989) . Recently, Lo and Piger (2005) extend the idea to asymmetries in the response of U.S. output to policy actions of the Fed, and find that actions taken during recessions have larger effects than those taken during expansions. In this paper, we will examine asymmetries in the response to policies and country characteristics in the recovery phase of an economic expansion relative to later years in the expansion. In particular, we look for factors associated with either a rapid output bounce back, normal expansion growth, or sluggish growth following a recession. This paper shows that some macroeconomic policy responses are associated with faster than average rebound from recessions. Structural policies and country characteristics also influence the speed of the recovery. In addition, we unearth several examples of asymmetric responses to macroeconomic policy actions and regimes. Our results suggest that monetary policy (in advanced countries) and fiscal policy are more effective in boosting output during a rebound from recession than in later stages of an expansion. In addition, a floating regime lifts growth in recovery even if it performs worse than a fixed regime in other expansion years. A surprising result (which is, however consistent with the findings of Cerra and Saxena, 2005a) is that countries that are more open to trade tend to have slower recoveries. We show that this finding is partly due to the fact that fiscal policy is less effective in more open economies.
II. METHODOLOGY AND DATA
We estimate a simple panel data model for growth rates across countries and over time. We include country fixed effects to account for all time-invariant factors that impact the average long run growth rate of each country. For instance, the country effects control for the influence of fixed institutional and geographic characteristics as well as the initial level of per capita income. Thus, the focus of our analysis is on the growth variation or business cycle fluctuations that occur within a country over time. In particular, we concentrate on the rebound of growth in the aftermath of a recession and the interaction of the rebound with a set of policy variables and country characteristics.
The model takes the following general form:
A recovery is defined to be the year(s) of positive growth immediately following a trough, where the trough is the final year in a sequence of years with negative annual growth. Accordingly, the variable
is a dummy variable indicating that the trough of a recession had occurred in the previous year, and a recession is defined as one or more years of negative annual growth.
3 As the recovery year is an expansion by construction, its growth rate should not be compared to all years for which we have data because they would include both expansions and contractions. Thus, we follow Cerra and Saxena (2005a) and restrict the sample to years with positive GDP growth. Within the set up of Equation (1), β measures the speed of the recovery from recession, compared with all other years of positive growth. A positive β can be taken as an indication that, in the post recession year, countries quickly converge to their long-run trend. A negative β would instead signal a slow recovery and a potentially large loss of output (see Cerra and Saxena, 2008, for details) .
In our baseline estimations, we confine our analysis to the first year of the recovery, as Cerra and Saxena (2005a) observations. The use of annual observations is necessary for such a cross-country analysis, as most country data is not available on a higher frequency. An advantage of using annual data relative to data of a higher frequency is that we need not be concerned with seasonality that would introduce measurement error into the analysis. Data sources for the regressors are described in the Appendix. The data on policy variables is often incomplete for many countries in the sample, and some variables are available for a given country, others may be missing. Thus, to estimate a model with all policy variables included, the sample would be severely restricted. To avoid this problem, we focus on regressions of subsets of the variables rather than all variables together. Equation (1) has the advantage of controlling for long run growth rates that differ based on country specific characteristics. An alternative specification, used in previous studies (Calvo, Izquierdo, and Talvi, 2006; Becker and Mauro, 2006; Hausmann, Rodriguez, and Wagner, 2006) , defines a recovery as the length of time until the previous peak level of output is regained. However, for a given output loss during the recession, the recovery time following a trough would vary inversely with the country's long run growth rate. Thus, such 4 We use the standard practice of subtracting from an alternative specification could potentially introduce systematic bias into the calculations. We avoid this by including country fixed effects and measuring differences in growth rates between normal and recovery phases rather than differences in the time required to reach previous levels of output.
III. RESULTS
GDP growth in recovery years is typically slower than GDP growth in other expansion years. Table 1 estimates equation (1) by setting 0 = = δ γ and shows that the difference between GDP growth in recovery years and GDP growth in other expansion years is particularly large in the sub-sample of industrial countries (column 2). In this sub-sample, growth is a full percentage point lower in recovery years than in other expansion years. In the sub-sample of developing countries, the difference between recovery and other expansion years is 0.36 percentage points (column 3), but if Sub-Saharan Africa is excluded from the group of developing countries, this differences reaches ¾ of a percentage point (column 4).
5
Only in Sub-Saharan Africa is there evidence, albeit not statistically significant, for a rebound in the recovery year (column 5). The latter result is likely due to the large share of civil war shocks in Sub-Saharan African countries, which Cerra and Saxena (2008) find lead to a partial rebound.
Since very small countries are often very volatile, in Table 2 we exclude all countries with less than one million inhabitants. 6 We still find that in the subsamples of industrial countries (column 2) and non-African developing countries (column 4) GDP growth in recovery years is significantly lower than GDP growth in other expansion years. In Table 3 , we check if country size affects the speed of the recovery (possibly because larger economies are more diversified) but find no evidence in this direction.
7

Macroeconomic policy stance and conditions
Among the key interests of this paper is to determine the role of macroeconomic policies and conditions in influencing the process of recovery out of recession. In particular, we are interested to understand the role of policy in affecting the growth or the recovery rate and thus have the following general model in mind:
growth macropolicy
where the macro policy variable can include monetary or fiscal stimulus, foreign aid, the exchange rate regime, and exchange rate changes. If the policy variable is defined to represent macroeconomic stimulus, we hypothesize that 0 β > and look for confirming evidence. But as a standard problem, the value of β can be biased due to reverse causation, or endogeneity, in which an increase in the growth rate induces policy makers to set a contractionary stance, and vice-versa. Reverse causation takes the form:
macropolicy c growth u
An increase (decrease) in growth may induce a macro policy contraction (expansion), potentially leading to a coefficient 0 θ < . As these two relationships produce opposite signs in the correlation of the policy and growth variables, the simple OLS estimate of β would likely be biased toward zero. Thus, we may not be able to find any impact of policy on growth even if it is present. For example, under Keynesian and other macroeconomic theories, an increase in the fiscal deficit would increase growth. On the other hand, an increase in growth for exogenous reasons would likely generate a fiscal surplus, due to the functioning of automatic stabilizers (e.g., features of the legal tax system that increase tax revenue as growth rises) and explicit countercyclical policy actions of the government. The operation of the second effect would make it difficult to find evidence of the first effect, incorrectly leading to the conclusion that fiscal stimulus (from higher deficits) do not raise growth. For these reasons, much literature concerned with estimating the effect of policy attempts to identify and use exogenous policy changes (those unrelated to the contemporaneous state of the economy) to measure the impact on growth (Romer and Romer, 1989) . A related literature that estimates vector autoregressions makes an ordering assumption that growth is in the information set of the policymaker and contemporaneously affects policy decisions, but the stance of policy has only a lagged effect on growth (Christiano, Eichenbaum, and Evans, 1999) . We deal with the issue of endogeneity in two ways. First, for fiscal and monetary policy we employ the ordering identification scheme used in the VAR literature. Namely, we assume that policy affects growth only with a lag, and thus use the lagged value of the policy variable as a regressor.
8 For example, the fiscal deficit in the trough year of the recession would impact growth in the first recovery year of the expansion. "Policy," in this context, refers to the overall stance of a particular macroeconomic variable, not only the exogenous component, but is predetermined with respect to growth. Second, we focus on the asymmetric impact of the policy stance on the growth rate in the recovery year relative to impact of policy on growth in the later years of the expansion phase of the business cycle. Combining these two strategies, we recognize that some of our results on the direct effect of policy on growth (coefficient δ in equation 1) may be insignificant due to the endogeneity issue, but we have more confidence in the estimate of the asymmetric impact, γ. Moreover, since the bias is towards not finding any effect, we are confident that, when we do find an effect what we report is likely to be a lower bound of the true impact of policies on the speed of recovery.
We find that expansionary monetary policy is a powerful tool for recovery in industrial countries, but not in developing countries (Table 4 ). In particular, we find that in developing countries the real growth rate of broad money-lagged by one year to take account of time delays in its transmission-is positively correlated with GDP growth during economic expansions. The point estimates suggest that a ten percentage point increase in the growth rate of real money is associated with a half percentage point increase in GDP growth (columns 3 and 4). However, we find that in developing countries monetary policy plays no special role in recovery years. In industrial countries, instead, we find an asymmetry in the power of monetary policy. It has a strong impact on rebounding from recession; yet in other expansion years, its impact on growth, although positive, is insignificant (column 2).
9 While reverse causality is likely to be the source of the insignificant relationship between output growth and monetary growth in normal years, it is unlikely that reverse causality is the source of the asymmetric effect identified in column 2 (in fact, reverse causality may lead to attenuation rather than amplification bias).
Expansionary fiscal policy is also powerful for accelerating recovery in both industrial countries and non-SSA developing countries (Table 5) . We measure fiscal policy as the ratio of the fiscal deficit to GDP, again lagged by one year to allow for delays in transmission. For all countries and subgroups other than SSA, fiscal deficits typically have an insignificant impact on growth, a result that may be due to endogeneity as discussed above. However, we find an asymmetry in its power: expansionary fiscal policy is potent for raising growth in a recovery year. An increase in the deficit by one percent of GDP raises the postrecession rebound by 0.12 percentage points (columns 2 and 4). To ensure that this result is not driven by changes in the denominator of the ratio, we next measure the fiscal deficit relative to a measure of trend GDP. Table 6 shows that the impact of fiscal policy in recovery is robust to this alternative measure. To reiterate the earlier discussion, we do not imply that the result measures the impact of exogenous discretionary fiscal policy on recovery growth. Instead, the result would be a combined effect of both discretionary policy and automatic stabilizers. We do not attempt to distinguish between these two factors, as there is no obvious reason why a fiscal deficit arising from automatic stabilizers would be more less effective than a deficit arising from explicit policy changes.
In Sub-Saharan Africa, foreign aid speeds the rebound from recessions. There is a voluminous literature that debates the impact of foreign aid on economic growth. The pessimistic strand of the literature argues that aid has no effect on growth (Rajan and Subramanian, 2008; Easterly, Levine and Roodman, 2004) and aggravates instability (Bulíř, and Hamann, 2003) . The optimistic strand argues that some types of aid can have an identifiable positive impact on growth (Clemens, Radelet, and Bhavnani; . We find that foreign aid has a positive but insignificant effect on growth in a typical expansion year (Table 7) . However, we find an important asymmetry: aid has a statistically and economically significant effect on fueling a rebound from recession.
A floating exchange rate regime facilitates rebound from recession, even when it is not the best regime for growth over the longer run. We use the Levy Yeyati and Sturzenegger (2005) measure of exchange rate regimes, as divided into broad categories of floating, intermediate, and fixed regimes. We find that floaters experience recovery growth rates that are more than a percentage point higher than recovery growth rates in countries with fixed and intermediate exchange rate regimes (Table 8) . In Table 9 10 This finding would bolster the view of those who have argued that countries should move to corners of either very flexible or institutionally fixed regimes (Fischer, 2001) . In industrial countries, there is a monotonic ranking of regimes: fixed regimes perform worst in recoveries and floats perform best. In Tables 10 and 11 , we show that intermediate and fixed regimes hinder recovery even when we control for recessions and recoveries associated with currency crises.
11
We find an asymmetric effect of real appreciation on growth in recovery relative to other years. Theory would predict that an appreciation of the exchange rate would curtail net exports and thereby have a detrimental impact on growth. Yet, in most years of economic expansion, an appreciation of the real exchange coincides with higher rates of growth (for instance, column 1 of Table 12 shows that a ten percentage point appreciation of the real exchange rate is associated with a 0.16 percentage points increase in GDP growth). However, this positive relationship is likely to be driven by reverse causality, with higher growth causing a real appreciation. When we focus on our attention on recovery years (and thus mitigate the reverse causality problem), we find that the negative effect of real appreciation on growth dominates, with a large and statistically significant impact for developing countries, particularly those of SSA.
12 The result holds up even when we control for recessions and recoveries related to currency crises (Table 13) .
Structural policies
Labor market rigidities are a plausible structural impediment to adjustment. Blanchard and Wolfers (2000) attribute Europe's rise in unemployment to the interaction of bad shocks and labor market institutions that determine the role of the unemployed in wage setting. They find that shocks have a larger and more persistent effect in countries with poor labor market institutions that deter the reabsorption of the unemployed into work once economic conditions improve. In the same spirit, Table 14 relates recovery rates to a timeinvariant index of labor market rigidities assembled by the World Bank. The relationship is insignificant, which may reflect that not all labor market regulations are strictly enforced and thus may not be binding. Consequently, we also investigate the extent to which countries enforce laws (EROE is obtained by multiplying ROE with the Kaufman et al., 2008, index of rule of law) so that labor market rigidities would be effective. Indeed, Table 15 presents some evidence that countries with effective labor market rigidities experience sluggish recoveries. The results, however, are not very strong. 13 Next, we look at the role of trade and capital account openness. Puzzlingly, we find that trade openness reduces the speed of recovery for emerging market and developing countries (the effect is positive but not statistically significant in the industrial countries), and this result is independent of the impact of growth in trading partners. We measure trade openness as the sum of exports and imports relative to GDP, and calculate this as an average over 1970-2000 in order to reduce simultaneity bias that would arise from calculating openness using annual data that is contemporaneous with GDP. Openness reduces the speed of recovery (Table 16 ) such that for each additional 10 percent of trade to GDP, growth in the rebound is 0.17 percentage points lower than otherwise (column 3 and 4; when we restrict our sample to Sub-Saharan Africa, we find a similar coefficient which, however, is no longer statistically significant, column 5).
We conjecture that openness may be correlated with economic size of the country, but the link between greater trade openness and sluggish recovery strengthens when we control for economic size (Table 17) . However, we now find that trade openness may speed up recovery for very large non-African developing countries (the triple interaction LTROUGH*OPEN*LSIZE is positive and statistically significant in column 4). The point estimates suggest that the effect of openness becomes positive when LSIZE reaches 25.4 (we obtain this number by adding the mean of LSIZE for the subsample of column 4 -which is 23.3-to 2.08=0.0183/0.0088). There are, however, only 9 countries in our sample with LSIZE greater than 25.4 (Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Poland, South Korea, India, Russian Federation, Mexico, Brazil, and China) and an F test on the sum of the two coefficients shows that the positive effect of OPENNESS is not statistically significant even for the country with the largest LSIZE (China with 26.8, the p-value of the test is 0.33).
Naturally, economies with greater reliance on external trade would be more sensitive to shocks to GDP growth in trading partners. Thus, we construct a measure of real external shocks as real GDP growth rates of trading partners weighted by export shares (see Jaimovich and Panizza, 2007 for details) . In Table 18 , we find the direct impact of trading partner growth to be large and significant for all countries as well as industrial and developing country subgroups. Controlling for this direct effect, strong growth in trading partners has an equally large significant impact on the recovery rebound for developing, but not industrial countries.
14 However, the negative impact of trade openness remains even when controlling for partner country growth.
Another possibility is that more open countries experience milder recessions than less open countries and therefore they recover at a slower rate. However, by regressing openness on recession depth, we found that these two variables are not correlated. We also tried splitting our sample into two groups of equal size (classifying as more open countries with a degree of openness above the median and as less open as countries with a degree of openness below the median) and found that the average depth of recessions in the two groups is basically identical. Finally, in Table 19 we control for the dept of the recession (LDEPTH) and its interaction with the trough dummy (LDTR) and we still find that more open economies have slower recoveries (in fact the coefficient of the LTROUGHOPEN interaction is nearly identical to that of Table 16 ).
Our previous result that fiscal policy is effective in speeding up the recovery, together with the standard result that fiscal policy multipliers tend to be smaller in more open economies, could explain why more open economies recover at a slower rate. In Table 20 we check whether our result that open economies recover at a slower rate is driven by ineffective fiscal policies by interacting fiscal policy with the degree of openness. We find strong support for the hypothesis that fiscal policy is less effective in more open economies. The triple interaction between speed of recovery, openness and fiscal deficit (LTROUGHGDP_DEF_LT_OPEN) is negative and statistically significant in every region outside sub-Saharan Africa. Moreover, controlling for OPENNESS strengthens the main effect of fiscal policy (in the subsample of industrial countries the coefficient of LTROUGHGDP_DEF_LT goes from 0.12 to 0.31 and in the subsample of non-African developing countries the coefficient goes from 0.11 to 0.17). However, controlling for the interaction between fiscal policy and openness does not explain the puzzle of the sluggish recovery of open economies. In fact, the LTROUGHOPENNESS interaction is now even larger in absolute value than in Table 16 .
Capital account openness has a limited impact on recovery. Using an index of capital account openness, we find that industrial countries with more open capital accounts experience slightly slower growth, but the effect is only marginally significant. In the case of developing countries the coefficient is often positive but never statistically significant (Table  21 ). More relevant for our analysis, we find that capital account openness does not have a significant effect on the speed of recovery. When we jointly control for capital account and trade openness we find that in developing countries with more open capital accounts, the negative effect of trade openness is less than in those with less open capital accounts (Table  22 , column 4), but again the effect is only marginally significant.
Robustness analysis
We check the robustness of the results described above, which focus on the speed of recovery in the year immediately after the trough of a recession, to an alternative horizon of the first and second years after the trough. 15 In much of the analysis above, we compared the asymmetric impact of policy or country characteristics on growth in the post-trough recovery year relative to other expansion years. If policies and country characteristics impact growth in the second year after a trough similarly to their impact in normal expansion years, we anticipate that combining the first and second post-trough years will reduce the ability to detect an asymmetric response. We find the results to be robust overall; but as expected, a few previous results showing asymmetry in recovery become insignificant (although they maintain the same sign): fiscal policy in both industrial and non-SSA developing countries, foreign aid growth in Sub-Sahara Africa, exchange rate regimes in non-SSA developing countries, and the interaction of trade and capital account openness in non-SSA developing countries. This reduction in significance when including the second year thus indicates that these policy variables are most effective in the first recovery year. However, a few policies that previously had an insignificant asymmetric response in recovery become significant when combining the first two post-trough years: rigid labor market institutions in industrial countries; openness and its interaction with economic size in Sub-Saharan Africa; partner country growth in all countries and developing countries open to trade; and intermediate exchange rate regimes in industrial countries. Finally, the asymmetric impact of money growth in industrial countries becomes insignificant, but its direct impact in normal expansion years now becomes significant.
We also check the robustness of the results on the speed of recovery after a recession when controlling for the depth of the recession. The depth of the recession is measured as the percentage deviation of actual output from a log-linear trend estimated using all available observations, and thus can be considered a measure of the outputgap. 16 In Table 23 , we investigate growth in the subsequent expansion as well as any asymmetric growth effects in the immediate recovery year. We find a negative relationship between the outputgap and growth in non-recovery years: for each additional percentage point in actual output relative to trend (e.g., 11 percent versus 10 percent), growth is 0.073 percentage points lower for industrial countries and 0.032 percentage points lower for developing countries. Thus, this reflects a very small reversion of output to trend. However, we also find asymmetric growth effects in the immediate recovery year. In industrial countries, a deeper recession (a more negative outputgap) is associated with lower recovery growth, whereas the recovery is slightly stronger in Sub-Saharan African countries when the recession is deeper. When controlling for the depth of the recession, we find that all prior results on country policies are robust.
IV. THE AFTERMATH OF BANKING CRISES
As a last piece of analysis, we study the speed of recovery from recessions involving banking crises relative to the speed of recovery after other recessions. Table 24 reaffirms prior results that growth is sluggish in the post-trough recovery year relative to other expansion years. 17 The table also shows that a banking crisis significantly reduces growth for industrial countries (and insignificantly for developing countries). But recovery following a recession associated with a banking crisis is particularly sluggish. For non-SSA developing countries, growth is 1¼ percentage points lower in the post-trough recovery from a banking crisis relative to recovery from other recessions. This result on sluggish recovery for banking crisis does not hold for the average Sub-Saharan African country, but it is highly significant for large Sub-Saharan African countries (result available upon request). 16 Our results are robust to estimating trend output with the Hodrick-Prescott filter. 17 In Table 24 , we jointly use the first and the second lag of the banking crisis dummy. Thus, the banking crisis interaction will take value one if there was a banking crisis at time t-1 or time t-2. We adopt this timing strategy because banking crises may have a long lasting effect. Moreover, using just one lag would yield very few cases in which the interaction takes a value different from zero. Some policies affect recovery from recessions associated with banking crises relative to other recessions. Fiscal policy is particularly effective in boosting growth in industrial countries that are recovering from recessions associated with banking crises (Table 25) . 18 Each percentage point of additional fiscal deficit to GDP boosts the post-trough growth rate by 0.3 percentage points above the effect of fiscal policy on recovery from other recessions. This finding is robust to measuring the deficit relative to trend GDP. We find, however, that there is no significant difference in the impact of monetary policy on recovery following banking crisis-related recessions relative to other recessions. 19 For developing countries, aid helps recover from banking crisis-related recessions (Table 26) , with the impact being particularly large and significant for Sub-Saharan Africa.
Trade and capital account openness and the exchange rate regime also have asymmetric impacts on recovery from recessions associated with banking crises relative to recovery from other recessions. For industrial countries, trade and capital account openness individually and jointly help recover from banking crises (Table 27 ). Floating regimes, which significantly improve an industrial country's recovery from most recessions, have significantly less impact on recovery from a banking crises (Table 28 ), but floating regimes are particularly useful for developing countries in recovering from banking crises.
V. CONCLUSIONS
We document significant differences in the speed at which countries recover from recessions. We show that the differences in recovery growth rates reflect macroeconomic and structural policy differences. In particular, we find asymmetries in the growth response to policies in the year of recovery from recession relative to other years of economic expansion. Fiscal and monetary stimulus and foreign aid can be more effective to boost a rebound from recession relative to the effect of these policies on growth in other stages of the business cycle. Real appreciation, fixed and intermediate exchange rate regimes, and trade openness are associated with lackluster recoveries.
Of particular note, we find that fiscal policy is less effective in lifting recovery growth in more open economies. In open economies, fiscal stimulus may spill over to higher growth in partner countries by increasing demand for imported foreign goods and services. This finding suggests the need for more coordination in fiscal stimulus across countries, so that the spillover to other countries is offset by equivalent increases in foreign demand for domestic goods and services.
We also investigate whether recovery from banking crises is different from other recoveries and find strong evidence in this direction. Banking crisis-related recoveries are more sluggish than other recoveries. However, some policies may be more effective for these situations. Fiscal policy, foreign aid, trade and capital account openness, and the exchange rate regime have disparate impacts on recovery from banking crises relative to other recessions.
The stylized facts described in this paper open several interesting avenues for further research. Two of these avenues that we find particularly promising are the relationship between openness to trade and capital flows, and the asymmetric effectiveness of macroeconomic policies and the exchange rate regime on economic growth in different stages of the business cycle. is a dummy that takes value one for countries with floating and dirty-floating exchange rate regimes, and the excluded dummy includes fixed and pegged (including crawling) exchange rate regimes. Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Table 8 . Currency crisis is a dummy that takes value 1 in years in which the country suffered a currency crisis. Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Table 9 . Currency crisis is defined in Table 10 . Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Table 12 , currency crisis is defined as in Table 10 . Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Tables 3 and 16 Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Table 16 . Columns (1) and (2) exclude the G7 countries. Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
